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MITIGATION SUMMARY

Hydroelectric development at Libby and Hungry Hadsens in northwest Montana flooded 90
miles of the Kootenai and Flathead Rivers, 101 smetributary streams, and 52,105 acres of
key wildlife habitats. An additional 4,100 acresmportant wildlife habitat were lost due to
construction and relocation of roads and railro&ffarts to mitigate these wildlife impacts have
been funded by the Bonneville Power Administra{iBRA) since the 1970s. Details on current
program direction, and how the program has chaogedtime, can be found in the 5-year
operating plan (Wood 2009).

This report summarizes mitigation activities angenditures associated with the Montana
wildlife mitigation program for impacts caused pnstruction and inundation from Libby and
Hungry Horse Dams. During state fiscal year (FY)Y2(7/1/10 through 6/30/11), we completed
an additional 10,251 acres of mitigation, bringihg total acres of wildlife habitat that have
been enhanced or conserved to 230,484 acres.

Table 1. Acres of wildlife habitat lost to hydroetiec development, and mitigation accomplished
through June 2011.

” ” Total

. Hungr , Hydropower | Mitigated | Mitigated .

Habitat Category |\ I | Libby | ™Y 2P0 E | a0 | Fysorn | Project
Acreage

Riparian/Wetland 6,87611,724 14,488 17,482 1,491 17,982
Palouse Prairie/Ag 0 1,583 1,251 7,790 75 7,865
Upland Forest 16,80419,218 27,953 194,961 8,685 204,637

Total 23,680 32,525 43,692 220,233 10,251 230,484

*Mitigation obligation based on congressional repewnt allocation — Hungry Horse 76%, Libby 79%.

At 5.27 times the number of acres lost, these aptishments provide full mitigation for

wildlife impacts resulting from construction andimdation of Libby and Hungry Horse Dams.
Current program emphasis is to manage and mohigoinestments made in wildlife habitat
enhancement and conservation over the last 30-.yRarenues in excess of maintenance and
monitoring needs are used to encourage partnergtapsnhance and/or conserve wildlife
habitats benefiting wetland/riparian habitats, gsiears, terrestrial furbearers, bighorn sheep,
and Palouse prairie/Columbian sharp-tailed grouse.

This year we have also added a section documeatiogmplishments on the Libby Dam
operational impacts assessment. This project defdiy Bonneville Power Administration
through the Kootenai Tribe of Idaho to quantify theéent of downstream wildlife impacts
caused by operations of Libby Dam. Operational ictpavere not included under the 1988
settlement agreement.



Table 2. Wildlife mitigation project accomplishmerirom the 1970s through FY2011.

Project FY | Subbasin [Total Ac., Cost* |Forest|WetlandPrairie/Ag
KNF misc. big game 1970s Kootenai 6,596 6,596 0 0
Libby misc. ducks 1970s Kootenai 157 0 157 0
DeRozier** 1980 Kootenai 1,418 | $1,159,918 617 0 801
W. Kootenai 1980 Kootenai 920 $752,556 920 0 0
Kootenai Falls 1980 Kootenai 107 $87,526 107 0 0
FNF Ladenburg 1989 Flathead 1,094 $400,000 O 1,094 0
KNF Ural-Tweed 1990 Kootenai 1,100 $58,479 1,100 0 0
Libby Dam Wildlife 1991 Kootenai 840 $29,302 840 0 0
TNC Copper Creek 199L. Clark Fork 107 $2,200f O 107 0
FNF Cedar Ridge 1994 Flathead 300 $5,246 300 0 0
FWP Dancing Prairie GAH996| Kootenai 680 $175,272 0 0 680
FY96 Partnerships 1996 Kootenai 160 $4,250 140 20 0
FY96 Partnerships 1996 Flathead 220 $7,076 200 20 0
FY97 partnerships 1997 Flathead 200 $13,17Y O 175 25
Big Spruce Island 19977 Flathead 40 $55,087 O 40 0
Big Mountain 1998 Flathead 1,289 $16,000 1237 52 0
FY98 Partnerships 1998 Kootenai 427 $6,240 256 10 161
FY98 Partnerships 1998 Flathead 1,248 $30,07(L 744 252 252
TCL Exchange 1999 . Clark Fork 235 $156,462] O 235 0
FY99 Partnerships 1990. Clark Fork 48 $5,132 0 48 0
FY99 Partnerships 1999 Flathead 600 $22,378 406 139 55
Coriell Island 1999 Flathead 73 $22,212 0 73 0
FNF Dry Parks burn 2000 Flathead 3,713 $6,137 3,713 0 0
FNF Red Bench 2000 Flathead 452 $42,449 452 0 0
FYO0O Partnerships 2000 Kootenai 315 $4,864 105 210 0
FYO0O Partnerships 2040. Clark Fork 2200 $10,000 1,900| 100 200
FYOO Partnerships 2000 Flathead 1961 $34,866 772 191 998
FNF Firefighter 2001 Flathead 911 $86,872 911 0 0
Island Lake FAS 2001 Kootenai 37 $25,000 29 8 0
FY2001 Partnerships 2001 Clark Fork 410 $11,320| 214 64 132
FY2001 Partnerships 2001 Flathead 989 $72,870 613 334 42
Loosestrife Control 2001 Flathead 184 $113,921 O 184 0
Palmer 2002 Flathead 116 $25,000 O 22 94
FY2002 Partnerships 2002 Clark Fork 193 $14,033| 160 13 20
FY2002 Partnerships 2002 Flathead 598 $37,695 270 80 248
FY2003 Partnerships 2003 Flathead 1,340 $10,326 610 288 442
Fisher River CE 2004 Kootenai | 57,843 $2,474,58f7 53,72%,118 0
Thompson River CE 2004. Clark Fork 84,172 | $3,442,571 78,1795,993 0




Project FY | Subbasin [Total Ac., Cost* |Forest|WetlandPrairie/Ag
FY2004 Partnerships 2004 Flathead 1,879 $51,168 275 790 814
FY2005 Partnerships 2005 Flathead 924 $32,539 538 75 311
FY2005 Partnerships 2005, Clark Fork 116 $8,150 47 42 27
FY2006 Partnerships 2006 Flathead 268 13,64( 200 68 0
FY2006 Partnerships 2006 Kootenai 950 11377, 928 22 0
Swan Valley Partnersh|2006| Flathead 6,083 $7,366 5,816 267 0
Swan Valley Partnersh|f2007| Flathead 1,121 $44,381 1,053 68 0
Swan Valley Fee 2007 Flathead 480 0 432 48 0
Elk Creek Fee 2007 Flathead 640 0 401 239 0
FY2007 Partnerships 2007 Flathead 607 $32,811 311 96 200
FY2007 Partnerships 2007 Kootenai 80 $9,412 60 20 0
Swan Valley Fee 2008 Flathead 960 0 833 127 0
Noggle Creek addition| 2008 Kootenai 255 0| 235 20 0
FY2008 Partnerships 20018 Clark Fork 100 $1,113 60 40 0
FY2008 Partnerships 2008 Flathead 2,714 $68,266 881 735 1,09
Swan Valley Fee 2009 Flathead 320 $18,618 272 48 0
N Shore Flathead Lakg 2009 Flathead 161 $7,50( 0 11 150
Foys Bend 2009 Flathead 245 0 0 143 102
Hay Creek 2009 Flathead 51 0 21 30 0
FY2009 Partnerships 2009 Flathead 1,023 $25,562 878 90 60
Paint-Emery Burn 2009 Flathead 4,667 $18,610 4,667 0 0
FY2010 Partnerships 2010 Kootenai 155 $9,525 145 10 0
FY2010 Partnerships 2010 Flathead 1,950 $50,931 718 359 873
Osprey View FCA 2010 Flathead 25 0 0 20 5
Ninepipe Wetlands 2010 Flathead 87 0 0 87 0
FY2011 Partnerships 2011 Kootenai 41 $3,189 31 10 0
FY2011 Partnerships 2011 Flathead 153 $9,50( 78 0 75
CSKT Steel Bridge 2011 Flathead 146 $0 0 146 0
West Swan CEs 2011 Flathead 9,349 $8,675 8,034 1,315 0
Swan Valley Fee 2011 Flathead 452 0 432 20 0
KNF Kootenai River Active Kootenai | 21,079 $1,527,829 21,079 0O 0
KNF Kootenai River 2011 Kootenai 110 $10,389 110 0 0
Total 230,484/$11,391,64]203,64¢ 18,973| 7,865

*Direct project cost incurred by the Wildlife Mitagion Trust Fund.
** Acreage adjustment from last year based on changds in the 2004 operating plan.



PROGRAM PLANNING & COORDINATION

By Alan Wood and Gael Bissell, Montana Fish, Wikl Parks

This section summarizes activities and expensexassd with administration, planning, and
coordination of the wildlife mitigation program. Anal management of the program includes
writing work plans, developing and managing budgatsl supervising personnel. In addition,
there are a wide variety of other organization$pitograms that may affect wildlife populations
and their habitats in northwestern Montana. Ongeifigrts to coordinate our activities with
other wildlife programs in Montana and throughdwe Columbia Basin better integrate the
wildlife mitigation program with these other effert

NW POWER AND CONSERVATION COUNCIL FISH AND WILDLIFE PROGRAM
Although Montana has settled with Bonneville foe thildlife impacts resulting from
construction of Libby and Hungry Horse Dams, thei@nl program is still pertinent to our
efforts because the Montana settlement requiréssbaindertake mitigation actions “in a
manner that is consistent with the Council’'s Coluarfiver Basin Fish and Wildlife Program.”
We continue to monitor Council activities and papate as needed when those actions are
pertinent to Montana’s ongoing wildlife mitigatigmogram.

LIBBY DAM OPERATIONAL IMPACT STUDY

This pilot study being conducted by the Kootendbd of Idaho will assess the wildlife impacts
resulting from hydropower operations at Libby Da&nsh, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) is using
wildlife trust fund dollars to supervise FWP permsehconducting riparian surveys, develop
annual work plans, develop and manage the budgeticaparticipate in project planning and
administrationThis year the project focused on intensive datdyarssand model development.

BPA FISHERIES MITIGATION PROGRAM

The Montana-BPA Resident Fish Accord in 2009 amdstibsequent 2010 Implementation

MOA authorized FWP to utilize up to $15.5 milliam BPA capital program funds to mitigate at
least 15.5 km of resident fisheries habitat impadte Hungry Horse Dam. Wildlife staff worked
with our fisheries colleagues to negotiate the pase of the West Swan conservation easements
(described in detail under Active Partnerships).3ffent $5 million from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service’s Habitat Conservation Plan Landqisition Program and $9.75 million from
the Montana Fish Accord to conserve 9,349 acrésrofer Plum Creek Timber Company lands

in the western portion of the Swan River State StoreDecember 2010.

FLATHEAD RIVER-TO-LAKE INITIATIVE

FWP continues to cooperate with conservation pestaed other agencies and the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes (CSKT) to help planagbgrants, provide education, and conserve
lands along the Flathead River main stem from Coiarfralls to Flathead Lake and along the
North Shore. The primary goal of the River-To-Lak#iative is to protect large parcels of
critical habitat, including wetlands, riparian asgand adjacent farmland within the river
corridor and along the North Shore of Flathead Lake Initiative brings agencies and
organizations together to provide incentives antibop for private landowners to conserve
critical habitat. In 2011, wildlife staff worked thi FWP and CSKT fisheries programs to assist
in the CSKT purchase of 146 acres of islands andslahat adjoin FWP’s Old Steel Bridge FAS
near Kalispell. FWP wildlife staff helped with downer negotiations, baseline inventory, and



other due diligence in conjunction with CSKT and®BHhe project was completed in January
2011 and is included in the summary under Partiefiojects.

NORTH AMERICAN WETLAND CONSERVATION ACT (NAWCA)

FWP staff continued to work with the Glaciated ¥g8 of Northwest Montana partners to
identify other potential projects to spend thefigs00,000 remaining in a 2008 NAWCA grant.
The partners have identified another three possiblé&and conservation projects to be
completed by May 2012.

FARM AND RANCH LAND PROTECTION PROGRAM

The Farm and Ranch Land Protection Program (FRR®)des matching funds to help purchase
conservation easements in an effort to keep produtarm and ranchlands in agricultural uses.
FWP has helped complete much of the due diligeegeired for completing a BPA/FRPP land
trust conservation project due to close in thedaR011.

HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN LAND ACQUISITION PROGRAM  (HCPLAC) This
program, administered by the U.S. Fish and WildB&vice, provides funding to states for land
acquisitions that promote endangered species oatg®r on private lands covered by an
approved habitat conservation plan. FWP submittghat request in 2011 for $4 million for the
proposed Stimson Forestland Conservation Projest Tiey.

FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM

The Forest Legacy Program provides federal granssates for conserving important forests that
are threatened with conversion to nonforest usasir®@olvement in the Forest Legacy Program
includes attending Forest Stewardship meetingsarineal project review meeting, and periodic
contacts with program administrators in the Fogest/ice and FWP. We spent a 2009 Forest
Legacy grant to purchase additional acreage irsthen Valley and developed an application to
help fund the proposed Stimson Forestland Conservptoject.

MT DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION WETLAND MITIGATION PROGRAM

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) paosed to create or restore wetlands on
FWP-acquired lands in the Flathead and Missioneyalto mitigate for wetlands impacted by
future highway construction. Currently, FWP is wiackwith MDT to restore riparian habitat on
the Foys Bend Fish Conservation Area. MDT is alsgentaking preliminary planning to create
wetlands on the North Shore State Park/Wildlife Bgament Area (WMA) and the Ninepipe
WMA.

RESIDENTIAL GROWTH IMPACTS

We continued our work with FWP staff to help idégnhaind conserve important wildlife habitats
through our comprehensive Crucial Area Planning@se as well as to find ways to mitigate
adverse wildlife impacts caused by increasing esgidl development in rural areas. FWP’s land
use planner led statewide efforts to draft modbtsusion recommendations that would provide
ways for developers, county planners, and othdraailtes to minimize impacts of development
on wildlife and wildlife habitat. This effort stad initially as a project for the Department of
Commerce website. After extensive research, itcles no state has ever drafted
comprehensive model subdivision recommendationfdbrand wildlife habitat. The wildlife
working group included planners, retired biologistsngovernmental organizations, as well as



both state management and research biologistssuligivision recommendations are going
through final internal and external review by FWRey will likely be adopted by FWP as a tool
for commenting on proposed subdivisions in therkitu

WHITEFISH NEIGHBORHOOD PLAN

The City of Whitefish, Flathead County, Montana Bement of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC), Flathead Gateway PartnersMutana Fish, Wildlife & Parks have
been working with other community members to cors®&NRC trust lands near Whitefish.
Over the past year, the groups finalized a strategyeet the revenue, recreation, and
conservation goals of the Whitefish NeighborhocahP!I

MAJOR ACTIVITIES PLANNED FOR FY2011

1.

6.

Continue working with agency staff to coordinatgusition and development projects to
benefit fish and wildlife habitat and public rediea and meet the goals for various BPA and
other agreements. Assist in grant writing, envirental reviews, management plans, and
other documents for current and new conservatiom@iship projects.

Continue to coordinate with River-To-Lake partnerduild on past conservation efforts,
expend existing grants, and continue outreach dandation with private landowners.
Continue to assist the Montana Working Forestsdetdp complete all phases remaining in
the Swan Valley.

Continue to work with Montana Department of Tramsgion (MDT) to improve fish and
wildlife habitat using MDT wetland mitigation funds FWP-acquired lands including
North Shore State Park WMA, Foys Bend Fish Congemarea, and Ninepipe WMA.
Finalize the Libby Dam operational impact studyd &egin development of a management
plan to recommend measures to mitigate for impdetstified in the study.

Continue to participate in Northwest Power and @ovetion Council activities to stay up to
date on the Council’s fish and wildlife program.

7. Work with FWP staff to deliver wildlife informatiohelpful to local county planning efforts.
8.

Participate in other coordination activities as apnities arise.

Table 3. Budget summary for Program Planning anor@oation, FY2009 through FY2011.

Budget Category FYO09 FY10 FY11

Personal Services $34,893 $35,774 $36,038

Operations & Maintenancs $1,802 $3,560 $1,406

Subtotal $36,695 $39,334 $37,444

FWP Overhead $3,710 $3,568 $4,025

Total $40,405 $42,902 $41,469




MANAGEMENT & MONITORING

This section reports all activities associated winmagement and monitoring of wildlife
mitigation projects. Ongoing expenses resultingnfmast mitigation work are funded using
interest derived from the Wildlife Mitigation Trusund or other department programs. This
report and budget reflect that increased effors@tant with the 5-year operating plan (Wood
2009).

FWP HABITAT PROJECTS
By Chris Hammond, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Dancing Prairie Preserve Conservation Easement

FWP purchased this conservation easement from Hir& Conservancy (TNC) in 1995. The purpose
of this easement was to cooperate with TNC in tiesgrvation and protection of the area that isumiq
in its wildlife, plants, and origins as partial igdtion for Palouse prairie habitat flooded by Lylibam.
FWP reviewed the property in September 2010 andddNC to be in full compliance with the
easement terms. TNC’s weed control program is lieduencroachment and proliferation of noxious
weeds on the property. It appears that the propergceiving increasing elk use, mostly in thé dald
winter. The conservation easement monitoring rejgartcluded under Appendix A.

Thompson-Fisher Conservation Easement

This easement was completed in September 2008Iyr2010 FWP visited the property and
talked with the landowner about activities over plast year. FWP and Plum Creek also agreed
to a more structured approach to meeting all repgprequirement outlined in the easement. The
monitoring report is included under Appendix A. eW¥ere unable to implement the agreements
reached last year in regard to encroachment frorROMabin lessees onto the easement lands.
We continued to work with DNRC and Plum Creek awer past year to find an acceptable
solution to the ongoing issue of cabin encroachment

Swan Valley Conservation Easements

These conservation easements were completed ier8eet 2006 and December 2010. FWP
reviewed the North Swan conservation easementria 2010, visited with Plum Creek, and
concluded Plum Creek was in compliance with thengeof the conservation easement. There are
areas of weed infestation on the property wherenRbueek has released insects to help control
spotted knapweed with some good results. Therenwasnber management on the easement
last year. The easement lands are currently owpdthé Nature Conservancy (TNC, 14,633
acres) and the Montana Department of Natural Resswand Conservation (DNRC, 1,920
acres). The current monitoring report is includeder Appendix A.

Ural-Tweed Bighorn Sheep

Multiple sheep observations were reported alondway 37 from agency staff and the county
sheriff's office indicating that the herd contindespersist at low densities of around 20 sheep or
less. The limited reports of lambs, and the faat these low numbers have been reported since
1997, suggests that there continues to be soméelelof reproductive success in the herd.
However, numbers this low put the population aigh hisk of extirpation. The only sources of
genetically-similar sheep to potentially augmeis ffopulation are animals in Canada living
along the Kootenai River. However, these sheeprtegly suffer from sore-mouth disease, a
viral disease that is a member of the pox group.



Summary of FWP Management and Monitoring ActivitiesFY11

1. Foys Bend Fish Conservation AreaWildlife staff continued to work closely with FWP
fisheries staff and the Montana Department of Tpartation (MDT) to develop a
riparian/wetland habitat enhancement plan for pnogerty. The goal is to initiate stream
bank restoration and other restoration projecttherproperty in 2013. FWP continued
weed management and worked on the removal of anttBences. FWP also evaluated the
effectiveness of deer exclosures on the propekgpen and cottonwood saplings inside
the exclosures were considerably larger (some sixdeet tall) than saplings outside of
the exclosures, which were heavily browsed (mas tkan one foot tall). However,
several saplings inside were destroyed by voleduhe 2011, FWP conducted a bat
capture and handling training class on the propdttyas attended by biologists and
technicians from Glacier National Park and Watettakes National Park, and a retired
USFS wildlife biologist. The team captured onlytisrown bats, but used recording
devices to document hoary, silver-haired, long-@drtle brown, and big brown bats.
FWP staff also conducted small mammal surveys ermpthperty (Table 4).

2. Habitat Enhancement North Shore State Park/WildlifeManagement Area (WMA):
MDT held a preliminary field review meeting to detene if there was enough interest to
continue moving forward with the project. All agcethat MDT would move forward
with their planning procedures to develop wetlagstaration plans for the North Shore
State Park/WMA. Preliminary work on this projeeigan in the spring of 2011. MDT
has placed four groundwater monitoring wells arahglto install three more on the
eastern portion of the property. A contractor thiby FWP began farming on the
property and planted approximately 80 acres ofeyarlUp to 85% of the barley will be
harvested by the contractor while the remaining 1&#grovide food and cover for
migrating waterfowl. FWP staff also conducted smaimmal surveys on the WMA
(Table 4).

3. West Kootenai WMA: Over the winter, FWP staff conducted white-tailegdtrail
counts on the property in preparation for a fonreahagement plan. The primary goal of
the plan was to enhance winter range for deer lkndFP contracted with Northwest
Management in Helena to complete the forest manageptan. The plan was
completed in June 2011. It provides recommendationforest treatments and
management that would improve existing stand canditand trend tree growth toward a
mature forest canopy. The plan also providesrtreat recommendations to reduce
potential fire risk. FWP staff also completed srmasimmal surveys (Table 4).

4. Wildlife Survey and Inventory: FWP staff conducted small mammal surveys on the
following properties/areas: Bull River WMA, Kootértaalls WMA, West Kootenai
WMA, North Shore State Park/WMA, Foys Bend Fishe@®nservation Area, North
Fork of the Flathead River, Owen Sowerine Natunaa) North Swan WMA, and
Ninepipe WMA (Table 4). We also conducted repditel amphibian surveys on the
Thompson Chain of Lakes (15 sites) and North SwahAN34 sites). For the
Thompson Chain of Lakes, three amphibian speaeg{toed salamander, western toad,
and Columbia spotted frog) and three reptile spe@ainted turtle, common garter



snake, and western terrestrial garter snake) watextbd at 11 sites. Long-toed
salamanders were the most abundant species deteaigght sites, with Columbia
spotted frogs and painted turtles at five and sessespectively. Common garter snakes
and western terrestrial garter snakes were detett®eb sites each. For the Swan
Valley, we detected three amphibian species (loeg-salamander, western toad, and
Columbia spotted frog) and one reptile species (aomgarter snake) at 14 sites. Long-
toed salamander and Columbia spotted frog werenthst abundant species detected at
ten sites each, with western toad and common gamees observed at only two sites
each.

Short-eared Owl SurveydWP staff conducted roadside surveys for shamge owls
twice a week during the month of April to assisthe location of nests. Nest searching
began in early May. We located seven short-eandahests on the WMA and visited the
nests once a week until all the chicks had lefirnbst at approximately 10-14 days old.
Average clutch size was eight. We also conduateallsnammal trapping in

conjunction with the owl surveys to examine pregnposition.

Table 4. Small mammal surveys, FY2011

Trap Site T_rap Total Success S_pecies

Nights Captures Rate Richness
North Shore WMA 252 12 0.0476 3
Foys Bend FCA* 390 2 0.0051 7
Bull River WMA 684 22 0.0322 5
West Kootenai WMA 474 38 0.0802 4
North Swan WMA 504 11 0.0218 g4
North Fork Flathead River 882 61 0.0692 o
Owen Sowerwine 252 9 0.0357 2
Ninepipe WMA 406 53 0.1305 2
Kootenai Falls WMA 646 52 0.0805 6
TOTAL 4490 260 0.0579 23

*Includes 6 confirmed bat species (hoary, silveirdd little brown myotis, long-eared myotis,
little brown bats and big brown bats) Other spgc&ptured during trapping: American pika,
bushy-tailed woodrat, deer mouse, southern reddshekle, meadow vole, montane vole,
heather vole, montane shrew, vagrant shrew, maskeav, pygmy shrew, dwarf shrew,
Preble’s shrew, chipmunk spp., long-toed salamardack-billed magpie.

5. Spring Waterfowl Surveys: FWP biologists and volunteers from other agenarets
organizations continued their annual inventory atevfowl from early March through
April using systematic aerial and ground surveyagpicultural and wetland areas in the
Flathead Valley. The valley was divided into fiugésnits: Smith Valley, Lower Valley,
Fairview-Egan, Riverside, and West Valley. Randmmuare-mile sections plus wetlands
were surveyed in these areas in conjunction withtaasurveys. Initial survey data is
provided in Tables 5 and 6.



Table 5. Waterfowl counted by sampling

area in the Flathead Valley.

Table 6. Most Common Species
observed during spring waterfowl
surveys in the Flathead Valley.

Major Activities Planned For FY2011

Rank Area Number of Species Frequency Total #
Waterfowl Counted Birds
1 | Smith 16,042 Mallard 296 7,846
Valley
o | Lower 15.768 Northern 69 6,242
Valley Pintail
3 Fairview- 9.587 American 26 6.102
Egan Coot
4 Riverside 2704 Canada 409 5810
Goose
West American
5 Valley 1,163 Widgeon 112 4,407
Total 45,264

1. Continue annual monitoring of the Dancing Praifiepmpson/Fisher, and North Swan
Valley conservation easements to insure complianttethe terms of these agreements.

w N

existing management plans.
4. Continue wildlife surveys on existing easements arglisitions.

5. Continue collaboration on restoration projects Vtbheries staff and MDT (i.e., Foys Bend

Continue to monitor Ural-Tweed bighorn sheep herd.
Monitor and manage previously completed habitaseoration projects consistent with

Fish Conservation Area, North Shore State Park/Wgt#d Ninepipe WMA).

6. Analyze data from spring 2011 waterfowl surveysnttaie the spring waterfowl inventory

next spring and possibly longer depending on tealte

Table 7. Budget summary for Management and Manigoi=Y2009 through FY2011.

Budget Category FY09 FY10 FY11
Personal Services $25,127 $43,452 $50,872
Operations & Maintenance $19,225 $34,770 $31,860
Capital $0 $665 $0
Subtotal $44,352 $78,887 $82,732
FWP Overhead $4,484 $7,156 $8,893
Total $48,836 $86,043 $91,625
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LIBBY HABITAT ENHANCEMENT PROJECT
By Tim Bumgarner, Kootenai National Forest

The Kootenai National Forest (KNF) began workingivthe Army Corps of Engineers in the
1970s to improve wildlife habitats on federal lahalsnitigate impacts of habitat lost due to the
creation of Koocanusa Reservoir by the Libby Danerk\tontinues using partnerships with
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWBYhneville Power Administration (BPA)
and KNF funds enhancing big game habitat on n&fYJ900 acres through 2011. After
accomplishing and exceeding wildlife mitigation ettjves, FWP decided to focus program
priorities on maintenance of these habitat improseis

The KNF’s commitment to continue this work includsmmpleting the Forestwide Fuels
Reduction and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement envirental assessment (2001). This analysis
provides planning and implementation guidance tinae the partnership and it outlines future
enhancement objectives that maintain and exparnbeohabitat work implemented over the past
30+ years. Treatment areas from the original BRAttnent units are incorporated into this
planning document along with other wildlife habitaprovement areas on the KNF that are
outside the Libby Dam mitigation area boundary. KiNF is also incorporating future habitat
enhancement work into ongoing planning analyseg, (East Reservoir project, Libby Ranger
District; draft expected in September 2011).

Overall habitat management objectives will be agdiethrough creation of new treatment units
in some instances (a shifting mosaic of forest opgmacross landscapes) as well as maintaining
original treatment openings through prescribed firest fund cost-share dollars will only be
used within the original Libby Dam mitigation bowargt and will be used only for enhancing the
habitat of the targeted wildlife species of conddrighorn sheep and mule deer). This work
accomplishes program goals through ecosystem attoy rejuvenating forage plants by
increasing sunlight to the understory and achiewioge open forests that increase sight
distances to reduce the likelihood of predatiorplé&mentation actions focus on slashing
nonmerchantable trees (<6’dbh), maintaining eaghalsree species (ponderosa pine, western
larch, and Douglas fir), slashing preferred shiodcges, and prescribed burning. Additional
program emphasis is to continue to update/creasdbdse and GIS information.

FY2011 was a time of transition on the KNF. Jenmjifi¢ld, who led the Libby District

program since 1994, accepted a new position ifrKile Supervisor’s office. The mitigation
program management is now assigned to the Diftretcribed Fire and Fuels Specialist. | hold
a BS in Wildlife Biology, with my graduate educatispecializing in ecosystem management. |
also have many years experience working in wildiébitat management and have been
certified as a Wildlife Biologist by The Wildlifedgiety.

An additional transition for this program in 20Elthe creation of a restricted zone on the Libby
Ranger District related to the potential healtk daused by exposure to asbestos. The KNF has
defined a Fire Management Unit 3 (FMU 3) wheredtotis related to forest management are
very limited. Within FMU 3, more than 7,500 acrdédreatment units exist within the Libby

Dam wildlife habitat mitigation area (see below).

11



Red line is FMU 3 bondary (apprx ately 30,00€ka); has marked areas are treatméms (&ady 7,500 acres).
Planned treatment units within FMU 3 will no londper considered for further treatment to avoid
any risk of asbestos exposure. Libby Ranger Digsicurrently analyzing areas in and around
the Cripple Horse watershed (East Reservoir prpfectreatment opportunities related to
wildlife habitat enhancement along with reviewihgse units already identified under the
‘Forestwide Fuels Reduction and Wildlife Enhancetri&noject.” This analysis will enable
maintenance treatments of existing and new habmancement into the future while meeting
National Environmental Policy Act requirements aedign criteria to mitigate detrimental
impacts on other resources. We believe that hamigattenance burning and restoring dry
Ponderosa Pine habitat types in the East Reserabarsheds will “offset” the removal of the
units in the FMU zone from further treatment.

Habitat Enhancement

Habitat enhancements for this partnership are ¢dak three separate phases (along with three
separate fund codes: 1) planning/treatment unitugy?) slashing small trees and shrubs to
prepare the unit for prescribed burning and ta segnvenation of shrubs, and 3) prescribed
burning.

Planning and layouihis past year (July 1, 2010, to June 30, 20dlapning, layout, and
program administration occurred on six units to@ll,893 acres. This work involved field
determination of unit boundaries, developing treattprescriptions and mitigation measures
regarding other resource concerns, flagging unindaries, determining/flagging/GPS of
wildlife security areas within treatment units, gardgram administrative duties. This work was
funded with both partnership funds and Forest $erappropriated funds.
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Slashing A fuels slashing contract was implemented andpdetad on 1,366 acres, funded with
Forest Service appropriated funds (i.e., contrastscto pay the contractor and COR contract
administration costs). Additionally, Forest Servacews completed slashing on 313 acres using
Forest Service appropriated funds. Results of atkimet and sometimes exceeded
expectations, including key resource concerns f@ntaining all snags, slashing only a portion
of each clump of shrubs to maintain structural diitg for nesting/foraging songbirds,
maintaining security areas within treatment unigglucing tree competition, and clearing around
large ponderosa pine and western larch in ordeeti@r maintain/protect these ecosystem
attributes. Other objectives accomplished incluethicing ladder fuels and creating a more
continuous fuel bed for burning. All these unitdl\we ready to burn in two years.

Burning Libby Ranger District personnel were able to ssstully complete burning of 110
acres (Little Jackson). Rexford Ranger attemptdalita one unit with aerial ignition (Big
Creek), but determined that expected fire effentslaurn intensities would not meet wildlife
enhancement objectives. The cost associated welattempted burn was covered with Forest
Service appropriated funds

Record snowpack, combined with a cool, wet sprirg@nted continuing challenges to
implement our prescribed burns. The lack of goaah lwindows has prevented the KNF from
implementing burns for the last 2-3 years. Springhing presents the best conditions to meet
our habitat enhancement objective, keep per-agts tmwver by allowing multiple burns to be
implemented on the same day, minimizing impactsfsmnoke, and reducing the likelihood of
prescribed fire burning outside treatment unit larres. Future plans are to incorporate
flexibility into our burning to be able to take athtage of any good burn windows and attempt
to clear up this backlog of units ready to burn.

Table 8. Annual work plan accomplishments and casseciated with the Libby Habitat
Enhancement Project, FY11.

2011 Activity Planned Treatment State Cost KNF Cost Share
Acres Acres Actual Contribution
Planning/Layout 6,460 1,893 $4,930 $9,250
Slashing 3,318 1,679 $3777 $111,100
Burning 3,322 110 $1682 $5,220
Total 13,100 3,682 $10,389 $125,570

Federal Fiscal Year 2012

Preliminary planning for this next year will chantpe focus to provide more funding in burning
activities. Many treatments from the original BRAling in the mid-1990s are coming online in
the next year and for several years to come. Ragnygprburning, including shifting funding,
should develop more flexibility for fire manageosiinplement more burning whenever
environmental conditions allow.

Additional plans for FY2012 are to update cost®aissed with aerial ignition as price increases
are significant. Aerial ignition is the least expee treatment, per acre, to efficiently apply
prescribed fire for landscape burns. Updating Gi& @atabase layers is also planned, since it
was not accomplished this past year. A detailedypudnd work plan will be developed in the
next six weeks.
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ACTIVE PARTNERSHIPS

By Gael Bissell, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Through specific agreements with land trusts, 8M#Fwildlife mitigation program is able to

help defray some of the landowner’s or land trustists associated with donated or bargain sale
conservation easements. The expenses coveredenamymtaisals and other required
documentation such as mineral reports and resaooementation reports. This program is
offered to landowners who donate conservation eastsmon lands with habitats that benefit
species impacted by construction of Hungry Horsklabhby Dams and demonstrate a need for
the support funding.

Additionally, our partnership extends to FWP’s oimgofisheries conservation programs in
Region One. In this partnership, wildlife staff pide support in developing project proposals,
designing projects where conservation easementsiaded by BPA but held by local land
trusts, attending landowner meetings and negotigtideveloping and implementing
management plans, and assisting with due diligpneeesses. FWP also works with the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes to idemidiyservation projects for their resident
fisheries mitigation program outside the Flatheztldn Reservation.

This last year, the wildlife mitigation program comtted nearly $13,000 to complete two private
land trust partnership projects, both with the Mmat Land Reliance. One project was completed
in the Kootenai drainage while the second was &xtat the Flathead basin. Combined, these
projects conserved 194 acres of private land. ~hari@ty of reasons, there were far fewer land
trust partnerships in 2011 than in prior years.dawners themselves delayed a few projects.
Additionally, there were simply fewer landownergeiested in donating conservation easements
during this economic downturn. Many landowners séetre waiting until appraised land values
stabilize or rebound. This trend may continue IiRY®2012 if the economy doesn’t significantly
change over the next year.

In comparison, landowner interest in purchasedaogdin sale conservation easements
continued through 2011. FWP worked with The Natboaservancy and Trust for Public Land
to complete an FWP-held conservation easement339 &cres of the Montana Legacy project
in the Swan Valley. Wildlife staff also assisteé fhonfederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes to
acquire a significant at-risk parcel of land (148es) along the Flathead River in a key location
to benefit resident fish habitat. FWP also contethteework with Flathead River-To-Lake
Initiative partners to identify several new progfidr 2011 and subsequent years that would use
a variety of funding sources including Farm and ¢kalRrotection Program, BPA fisheries
mitigation funds, and North American Wetlands Cowagon Act grants.
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Table 9. Summary of completed partnership projectdor FY2011.

Proiect Costs | Total [Riparian |Upland| Prairie |Subirr.| Cost
Project Name R ) o Partner |Paid by/Project| Wetland | Forest| Habitat | Or Ag | Per
yp FWP | Acres| Acres | Acres| Acres | Acres | Acre
Kootenai Basin
1. Dunn Creek CE MLR |$3,189 41 10 31 0 0 $78
Kootenai Total $3,189] 41 10 31 0 0 $78
Proiect Costs | Total |Riparian |Upland| Prairie |Subirr.| Cost
Project Name T ) e Partner | Paid by|Project| Wetland | Forest|Habitat | Or Ag | Per
yp FWP | Acres| Acres | Acres| Acres | Acres | Acre
Flathead Basin
2. Bigfork
Sand Hills CE MLR | $9,500| 153 0 78 1 74 $62
TNC-
3. West Swan| CE TPL- | $8,675| 9,349| 1,315 | 8,034 0 0 $1
FWS
4. Steel Bridgel Fee | CSKT 0 146 146 0 0 0 $0
Flathead Total $18,175 9,648, 470 | 9,103 1 74

MLR: Montana Land Reliance; TNC: The Nature Consenancy; TPL: Trust For Public Land.

1. Dunn Creek, Libby Dam: This conservation easement protects 41 acres oélevation

forest and tributary habitat in the Dunn Creek mige that empties into Lake Koocanusa
near Libby Dam. The land abuts Kootenai NationakBbland on three sides. It includes
riparian habitat as well as mature larch and piards, small wet meadows, and a historic
homestead. The parcel provides habitat for delerpgbuntain lions, black and grizzly bears,
wolves, lynx, fisher, mountain grouse, and mignatards dependent on riparian habitats.
About 1/4 mile of Dunn Creek runs through the propand supports westslope cutthroat
trout.

. Bigfork Sand Hills: This project is located within a known grizzlyavseravel corridor
between the Swan Mountains and the Flathead Valeywithin a focal area for bear
conservation by the Montana Land Reliance. Thesptpjvhich is near several other
completed conservation easements, includes tworgaatjoparcels owned by family

members in an area that is undergoing significamwth. The project protected both
agricultural and timberlands important to blackrseahite-tailed deer, small mammals, bald
eagles, red-tailed hawks, wild turkeys, cavity-megbirds, and other migratory birds. The
project also includes a small area of native gaeasshabitat.

. West Swan Conservation EasementDuring FY2010 and 2011, FWP worked closely with

DNRC and The Nature Conservancy (TNC) to developreservation easement and
associated management plan for 9,349 acres of fd?lnen Creek Timber Company lands
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located in a checkerboard pattern with DNRC properst of US Highway 83 in the Swan
River State Forest. The majority of lands are newmed by TNC, but all will eventually be
traded or purchased by DNRC. FWP also worked c¢foseh funders and partners to
complete the necessary due diligence includingaggls, draft environmental analysis
documents, and approval processes for this cornsame@asement acquisition. This project,
known as the West Swan Conservation Project, peaptisat FWP purchase a conservation
easement from TNC prior to DNRC'’s purchase of theeulying fee. These lands have high
resident fish and wildlife habitat values. The a@ped value for a conservation easement on
the total acreage was $18.2 million, but the lanuens agreed to sell the conservation
easement at 19% below market value, or $14.8 millim December 2010, MFWP
completed the project by purchasing two consermagmsements from TNC using about
$9.75 million in BPA Fish Accord funds and just 0% million from an existing U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service Section 6 Habitat Conservatfdan grant. The below market value
donation from TNC was used as match for the HCH@uoof the project. The final
conservation easement protected 23 miles of peaktraut habitat. It also protected a total
of 1,315 acres of riparian/wetland and 8,034 acfdsrest habitat important for grizzly
bears, black bears, mountain lions, wolves, elderdeer, white-tailed deer, forest
carnivores such as lynx and wolverine, mountairugeo migratory birds, and native
amphibians and reptiles.

. CSKT OlId Steel Bridge Acquisition FWP wildlife staff assisted in the planning,
negotiations, and due diligence of an importantadi@ land acquisition located just south

of FWP’s 160-acre Old Steel Bridge FAS and justmof the Owen Sowerwine Natural
Area. This parcel includes two islands within thatikead River and side channels and is
used by the public for fishing. It adjoins a courdgd and includes about 13 acres above the
100-year floodplain that could be developed. Th&KT8ad BPA resident fish funds readily
available to purchase this land from the landowmhbese funds were available through their
own separate BPA agreement. The parcel was apgratisond purchased for $1.6 million or
approximately $11,000/acre.

Table 10. Budget summary for FWP Active PartngrshirY2009 through FY2011.

Budget Category FYQ09 FY10 FY11l
Personal Services $87,010 $88,902 $89,476
Operations & Maintenance $42,745 $64,954 $34,395
Capital $24,012 $14,856 $17,003
Subtotal $153,767 $168,712 $140,874
FWP Overhead $15,546 $15,305 $15,143
Total $169,313 $184,017 $156,017
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OPERATIONAL LOSS ASSESSMENT — LIBBY DAM

By Dwight Bergeron, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) sells elecity from Libby and Hungry Horse Dams.
The Northwest Power Act requires BPA to mitigashfand wildlife losses associated with both
dams. Those wildlife losses attributable to cargion and inundation were settled in 1988,
under an agreement between BPA and the state ofadanBPA retains full legal responsibility
for mitigating wildlife impacts caused by operasaof Montana’s federal hydropower facilities.
The purpose of this report is to summarize Montaparticipation in the project led by the
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho (KTOI) to quantify wildlifeabitat losses caused by operations of Libby
Dam.

Operation of Libby Dam has significantly altereé fltow regime of the Kootenai River. As
illustrated in the graph below, the normal sprireshet has been attenuated by the operation of
Libby Dam with no substantial occurrence of floagland recharging the floodplain.
Additionally, river flows have increased substalhtiduring winter months that normally
demonstrate low water conditions.

Kootenai River at Leonia, ldaho
3 Periods of Dam Management
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Data courtesy of Ethan Mace, Water Resources DivjsT DNRC

Dam operations have changed since the adventharies studies occurring downstream of the
Libby Dam. Instream flows have been increased érdéitent past in an attempt to mitigate
problems associated with river fisheries, partidylthe Kootenai River white sturgeon. The
revised operations are intended to simulate mommaloflows annually on the Kootenai River.
However, high flows are not allowed to exceed armrelevation of 1,760 feet at Bonner’'s Ferry
(flood stage) and electric generation still resintkower spring freshets and higher off-season
flows. High flows may result in bank-to-bank flowsyt prevents water from accessing the
historic flood plain.
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Riparian habitats are a very rare and extremelymapt ecosystem component, particularly in
the west. Riparian communities account for lesa thrae percent of the land cover types in
Montana, and yet they support the greatest wildli¥ersity of any habitat within the state. Over
half of the avian species breeding in Montanaagithe riparian types at some point in their life
cycle. Riparian habitats have also been signiflgateclining throughout the west.

Federal hydropower production has clearly altelagical processes below Libby Dam and
consequently impacted associated riparian comnasnili seems apparent that the dam
operation has limited the extent of the ripariahiteds and possibly contributed to succession of
drier habitats in their place. Additionally, woodpgarian vegetation that once covered the
Kootenai Valley requires sediment deposits or soguio provide an adequate seedbed for
survival and recruitment. Flood prevention elimesaboth aspects and therefore limits riparian
woody vegetation reproduction and recruitment. @gagently, habitats dominated by woody
riparian vegetation have been reduced in size atdiition as a direct result of dam
operations. Flood control has also altered nutmgsttibution and changed the composition of
streambed substrates.

OPERATIONAL LOSS ASSESSMENT

Concern for floodplain functionality and potentimpacts associated with dam operation has led
to an extensive study intended to quantify theagiobl impacts caused by dam operations along
the Kootenai River downstream of the Libby Dam. {'has taken the lead in creating a
multidiscipline approach to the problem. Their eggeh has included pre- and post-dam
hydrologic modeling, indices of biological integrifiBl) for insects (I-1BI) and avian (A-1BI)

biota, vegetative composition, and structural asialgincluding photo interpretation and GIS
distribution of habitat types). Working groups &ach aspect of the project were established.
Additionally a Research Development and Review TERDRT), that includes the working
groups and additional researchers from within ed¢he disciplines, has served to review and
direct the overall research effort.

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) has been armparfrom the inception of the project.
FWP has participated actively with overall projdcection, review, quality control, and
extensively with data collection for avian, inseantd vegetative field data. FWP has worked
closely with the KTOI on database establishment@odfing, development of a human
disturbance scale for the area, and preliminargkbment of the avian IBI.

FIELD DATA COLLECTION AND MODELING

FWP assisted with collection of field data for anyiansect, and vegetative biota within a set of
randomly placed points along the Kootenai Riveeerding from Libby Dam downstream
through the Montana and Idaho portions of the rilP@ints were randomly selected within the
100- and 500-year flood plain. Habitats were idediusing a collapsed set of GAP codes
specific to the study area and were mapped alangitkire river floodplain below the dam up to
the Canadian border.
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AVIAN BIOTA

The avian community was sampled at all of the alearribed points with the use of unlimited
distance point count method. All birds heard arehseere recorded and each observation
included in the database. Each observation codsidtéhe species, species abundance, distance
and direction to the bird, habitat occupied, tisued current weather conditions. Each
observation was assessed as to whether the birdtWasg habitats or merely passing through.
A 10-minute point count system was used, organiztedthree intervals (3-, 5-, and 10-minute
blocks) in order to allow data to be used in confiom with other point count efforts. Each point
count was sampled three times annually in ordectmunt for different breeding chronologies
of bird species. The avian point count effort cetesi of 90 and 65 points within the Montana
and ldaho river sections respectively. All data wasbined into a single database. While an
unlimited distance point count was used, data amalyas restricted to the avian biota within 50
meters in order to reduce observer error.

GIS LAND COVER MAPPING

Land cover mapping was completed for the entiret&oa River using the classification and
codes in Current Vegetation Map of Northern ldahd Western Montana (Wildlife Spatial
Analysis Lab, June 1996). GAP codes utilized thhmug Montana were structured to
specifically reflect habitat types along the Ko@ieRiver. In this case, GAP codes were
combined. Land cover classifications that we imm@ated are listed in Table 11 below. Habitat
classification has been checked from the groundsbding updated to reflect proposed
changes.

Table 11. Collapsed GAP Codes

Collapsed GAP Code DESCRIPTION

1100s Developed residential or transportation

2100s Agriculture

3100s Grasslands

4000s Conifer/mixed conifer

5000s Water and unvegetated shoreline

6000s Deciduous and mixed deciduous trees or shrybs
7000s Exposed rock, talus, scree, riprap
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DATA ANALYSIS

Initial data analysis has been completed utilizngciple component and canonical analysis on
a selected portion of the overall data. Preliminmasults indicate that four models are strongly
predictive, relating hydrologic characteristicdtotic characteristics such as habitat
dependency, species occurrence and abundanceewmddlogical functions (listed below).
Initial draft results indicate that these charastms can adequately predict site scores for an
avian index of biological integrity (IBI). The stigest models utilize the following metrics:

1. Guilds — Of the twelve guild characteristics th& wsed to characterize the avian
community, only nesting status contributed sigmaifitty to the model. Nesting status
identified all species where at least 60% of thejiroductive potential occurs within a
particular habitat.

2. Species diversity — Both the number of species mitguwithin sites and the natural log
of number of individual birds recorded within aesftount) were important.

3. Key Ecological Functions — KEFs refer to the masy#/organisms use, influence, and
alter their biotic and abiotic environments. Bdtle humber of functions contributed by
species at each site (KEF average) and numbenofifuis duplicated by different
species (KEF redundancy) helped inform the strangeslels.

4. Vegetative characteristics — The most diagnosti@lebes from the riparian plant
community were overstory canopy structure, oveystanopy coverage, presence of
reed canary grass, and proportion of riparian \sget present within sites.

5. Hydrologic characteristics — Shear stress of ther rat each site, water depth, and flood
duration were the three primary hydrologic chanasties included in the best models.

FUTURE DIRECTION

Research efforts for the coming year will concdetan the refinement of all indices and 1Bl
models that will be used to assess and monitoKtimtenai River Valley. The direct intent of the
various models is to identify types and extentl@bdiplain alterations due to river operation. The
results will be used to create a management pktrctiuld guide future mitigation efforts. The
individual model components from hydrologic, vegiets invertebrate, and avian groups will be
used to develop an Index of Ecological Integrityl)ithat could also be used to quantify not
only impacts of dam operations, but also monitogpess and accomplishments of any future
mitigation actions.
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FINANCIAL SUMMARY JULY 2010 THROUGH JUNE 2011
By Alan Wood, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

FUND BALANCE

The balance of the Wildlife Mitigation Trust Accduas of June 30, 2011, was $12,469,253
(Table 12), a decrease of $24,534 from last year.

REVENUE

Net revenue into the Trust Account during fiscadry2011 was $264,577, primarily from
interest on long-term bonds ($417,967), but offsetiepreciation on investments ($171,671)
(Table 13).

DIRECT EXPENDITURES

Direct expenditures totaled $261,050, which inctl8&76,386 for personal services, $60,162
for operating expenses, and $24,502 for capitalpanthership projects (Table 14).

RETURN ON INVESTMENTS

Average yield from long-term investments decredsaa 4.39% in June 2010 to 4.05% in June
2011, the fourth straight year of decline (Tablg 15ng-term investments generated an
estimated annual income of $455,238.

TRUST FUND SUMMARY

The current trust fund balance of $12,469,253rissalt of $13,000,000 transferred from BPA to

Montana, $12,778,256 in total earnings, $13,350j6 &kpenses, and $41,671 added from a
one-time accounting change to track investmentedan their fair market value (Table 16).
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Table 12.BPA Wildlife Mitigation Trust Fund assets, liabiéis, and fund balance as of June 30, 2011.

ASSETS
Cash in Bank

Interest Receivable

L/T Corporate Securities at Par

L/T Security Premium

Short-term Investment Pool

Cash Collateral

Long-Term Securities Appreciation
TOTAL ASSETS

LIABILITIES

Accounts Payable

Loans Payable

Vouchers Payable

Fiscal Year-end Payroll

Accrued Liability

Long-Term Security Discount

Liability Under Securities Lending
TOTAL LIABILITIES

FUND BALANCE (Assets - Liabilities)

FUND BALANCE

Unexpended Principal

Unexpended Grant Balance

One-time Accounting Adjustment 6/30/98

Cumulative Earnings through 6/30/10

Cumulative Expenses through 6/30/10
TOTAL FUND BALANCE 6/30/10

TOTAL FY2011 REVENUE
FY2011 EXPENDITURES

Budgeted Expenditures
FWP Overhead Assessments
TOTAL EXPENDITURES

FUND BALANCE 6/30/11

22

$2,794

$112,939
$11,250,000

$1,472
$1,201,574

$1,408,540
$ 326,665

$14,303,984

$194

$4,000

$479

$6,236

$255
$415,027
$1,408,540

$1,834,731

$12,469,253

$12,500,000
$500,000
$41,671
$12,513,679
($13,061,563)
$12,493,787

$264,577

$261,050
$28,061

($289,111)

$12,469,253




Table 13.Income from investments in the Wildlife Mitigatidmust Account, 7/1/10 through 6/30/11.

REVENUE

Accommodation Tax Agency Refund $151
Long-term Bond Income $417,967
Other Income $2,909
Short-term Investment Pool (STIP) Earnings $5,049
Administrative Expenses $(3,522)
Accretion Bond Discounts $8,214
Amortization Bond Premiums $(2,686)
MT Board of Investments Depreciation $(171,67]1)
STIP Security Lending Expense $(201)
Security Lending Expense $(3,256)
STIP Security Lending Gross Earnings $949
AOF Security Lending Earnings $10,674

TOTAL REVENUE

$264,577

Table 14 Expenditures in the Wildlife Mitigation Trust Accot) July 1, 2010, through June 30, 2011.

PERSONAL SERVICES
Salary and Wages $133,738
Employee Benefits $42,648
Total Personal Services $176,386
OPERATING EXPENSES
Contracted Services $32,135
Supplies and Materials $5,885
Communications $845
Travel $16,167
Aircraft Rental $898
Repair and Maintenance $3,014
Training and Other $1,218
Total Operating Expenses $60,162
CAPITAL EXPENSES
Appraisal Fees $7,500
Equipment $0
Capital Outlay (Includes partnership projexsts) $17,002
Total Capital Expenses $24,502
TOTAL DIRECT EXPENDITURES $261,050
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Table 15. List of long-term investments held foe Mitigation Trust Account, June 30, 2011.

Security Name Rate | Maturity Par Revenue | Market Value
Bank of America Corp. 2.10004/30/12| $500,000, $10,500 $499,961
Citigroup Funding Inc. 1.87510/22/12| $750,0000 $14,063 $748,858
Rabobank Nederland 2.12510/13/15| $350,000 $7,437 $349,267
Federal Farm Credit Bank 3.40®M2/07/13| $1,000,000 $34,000f $1,000,00Q
Federal Home Loan Bank 4.87511/18/11| $1,000,000 $48,750 $999,840
Federal Home Loan Bank 4.8796/08/12| $1,000,000 $48,750 $998,264
Federal Home Loan Bank 3.6299/16/11| $500,000, $18,125 $499,942
Fannie Mae 1.250 02/27/14| $400,000 $5,000 $399,844,
Fannie Mae 3.87507/12/13| $1,000,000 $38,750 $993,670
General Electric Capital Corp 5.00®4/10/12| $400,0000 $20,000 $399,669
Genworth Financial Inc. 5.65006/15/12| $400,0000 $22,600 $399,832
Goldman Sachs Group 5.30M2/14/12| $500,000, $26,500 $499,948
Hershey Foods Corp. 5.30009/01/11] $500,000, $26,500 $499,967
JP Morgan Chase Company 3.1507/05/16| $350,000f $11,025 $349,161
Lehman Brothers Holdings In¢. 5.000| 01/14/49| $500,000f $25,000 $97,770
Morgan Stanley 2.87501/24/14| $350,0000 $10,063 $349,565
Protective Life 5.45(0 09/28/12| $400,000 $21,800 $399,772
Verizon New Jersey Inc. 5.87501/17/12| $500,0000 $29,375 $501,471
Wells Fargo Company 5.30008/26/11| $500,0000 $26,500 $499,973
Westpac Banking Corp. 3.00012/09/15| $350,000 $10,500 $349,670
Total 4.05% $11,250,000 $455,238| $10,836,444
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Table 16. Summary of annual payments, interesiiegs, and expenses charged to the Wildlife
Mitigation Trust Account, 1989 through 6/30/11.

FISCAL YEAR PAYMENTS EARNINGS EXPENSES BALANCE
1990 $2,000,000 $83,069 $0 $2,083,06¢
1991 $2,000,000 $248,869 $193,464 $4,138,47
1992 $2,000,000 $281,841 $359,290 $6,061,02
1993 $2,500,000fF $371,564 $288,330 $8,644,259
1994 $2,000,000 $449,468 $364,237 $10,729,49
1995 $2,500,000 $712,794 $393,827 $13,548,45
1996 $940,760 $689,588 $13,799,629
1997 $921,217 $417,409 $14,303,437
1998 $41,671*  $1,098,449 $469,904 $14,973,653
1999 $811,065 $701,833 $15,082,885
2000 $743,744 $436,916 $15,389,713
2001 $1,281,907 $3,520,048 $13,151,572
2002 $856,654 $407,833 $13,600,393
2003 $796,172 $2,150,709 $12,245,856
2004 $68,293 $1,159,818 $11,154,331
2005 $304,645 $194,209 $11,264,767
2006 $291,390 $193,069 $11,363,088
2007 $610,687 $289,862 $11,683,913
2008 $627,289 $259,701 $12,051,501
2009 $278,216 $258,554 $12,071,163
2010 $735,586 $312,962 $12,493,787
2011 $264,577 $289,111 $12,469,253
TOTAL $13,041,67] $12,778,256 | $13,350,674 $12,469,253

*Total includes $500,000 transferred to trust fiiman BPA Habitat Protection Grant
**One-time accounting addition to track investmebésed on their fair market value.
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APPENDIX A
CONSERVATION EASEMENT MONITORING REPORTS

DANCING PRAIRIE CONSERVATION EASEMENT FY2011 REPORT

Easement: Dancing Prairie Conservation Easement

Guiding Documents Amended? (nd#te) _NO

Easement dated: 10/27/95

Baseline dated: 9/1/95

Management Plan dated: 10/26/95

Grazing Plan dated: N/A

Special notes: This easement is intended to pr@elcimbian sharp-tailed grouse and Spaldir
catchfly (a rare plant).

Landowner Contact: Maria Mantas, TNC Phone: 3640

FWP Regional Biologist: Tim Thier Phone: 882846

ngs

Name of person completing last monitoring repaetry) Wells

Date of site visit: September 10, 2010 Ddtiast monitoring report: June 23, 2009

Current Landowners: The Nature Conservancy

Has property been transferred since last visit? __ YES _XNO
If yes: Name of New Owner: Phone:
Mailing Address:
Does new landowner have easement document®2corded in Book:__ Page:

Owner contacted before visit? XES __ NO Date:
Did owner accompany site visit? YES NO

Others on site visit? (list affiliations):

Is owner in Block Management Program? YES NO
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SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES SINCE LAST REPORT

Did activities occur requiring prior approval? Debe. ___YES _XANO
None apparent

Did any activities occur requiring prior notificati? Describe. __YES _ MO
None apparent

Were there any major natural occurrences? Describe ___YES _XNO

Are there changes in the land use? Describe. _YES XNO

Are activities on surrounding lands affecting tlas@ment? Describe.  YES_ NO

As noted before, the continued proliferation ofdiutsion related growth surrounding
the easement would likely have undesirable affiectise future, such as noxious weeds
and roaming dogs.

Are there possible violations? Attach detalils. ___YES _XNO

SUMMARY OF VISIT

Describe conditions of visit, length, amount of peay viewed, and method of monitoring.

Note photos taken: Include number taken and des¢géneral landscape, retake of photo pts. or

other) (When labeled these should be sent to thdd.Bivision, FWP, Helena)
Jerry spent approximately two hours walking theegent property on September 10,
2010. He took photographs, which are documenteds@parate memo to FWP, which
replicate the baseline photos.

Status of specific easement terms: (use checklistlbwing — if there are changes — describe in
detail)

Specific items of easement not reviewed with langew Describe: None

Was Management Plan Reviewed? Note changes. [Hia$&n amended? [Note: annual
review required by easement: ___YES _XO
The management plan includes several duties th&t iEMesponsible for, including
monitoring of grassland communities, weed contedearch plots on Spalding catchfly,
and development of prescribed burn plan. FWP garesible for recovery efforts of
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse and establishingnamwitoring point transects with 2-3
replicates per year for presence/absence of aldpecies.

General conditions of the property (are the purpagehe easement being upheld?):
XYES__NO
The property appears to be in good general comdifidlC has an aggressive weed
control program that is apparent on the property.
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Concerns of the landowner:
TNC continues to be concerned with the controlafious weeds and devotes a great deal of
effort to weed control.

Are the general purposes of the easement beinddphe XYES__NO
Rreserve, protect, and enhance the native plant conties and wildlife habitat:

XYES___NO

Protect natural and scenic open space: XYES__NO

PERMITTED ACTIVITIES

Fish, Wildlife & Parks:

Permitted FWP activities below. Summarize below F&¢Rvities since the last visit:
In general: identify, preserve & protect; enterntonitor, observe & enforce; prevent
inconsistent activities.
Public foot access for recreation & education dytimes specified in management plan.
FWP has spent some time documenting presence aiban sharp-tailed grouse on the
property and has not seen any birds since 1999.Thier believes that the Columbian
sharptails may well have been extirpated in theatob Valley.

Landowner:
1. Was livestock grazed at AUMs per year? Waestock grazing in accordance with grazing
plan (part of easement)? Describe:

No livestock use. The winter use by elk continuemtrease.

2. Describe management of public access.
Open to the public for foot traffic only from Juh- March 15.

3. Was public access limited to foot access? _ YES __NO
4. Were there any prescribed burns? ___YESIO
5. Was there any development of water resources? ____YES _XNO

6. Were repairs made to fences, buildings, cqraalsther nonresidential improvements?
General Maintenance _ XES NO

7. Was there any construction of additional fencesrals, roads, travelways, or other?
Nonresidential (kiosk) improvements? If ygésscribe and photograph. _ YES N®

8. Was the educational facility constructedrjpted] YES _XNO
(Requires prior notice — size & height limitations)

There is currently no interest on the part of TM@anstruct such a facility.
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PROHIBITED ACTIVITIES

1. Was there any removal of vegetation by any mé&asiuding burning? _ YES NO
(prescribed burning allowable if not detrimentahttive prairie, grouse or catchfly)

2. Was there rental, lease or sale of accesafaing purposes? [prohibited]  YESNO
3. Degradation: Were agricultural activities @arout consistent with easement? Explain N/A

4. Were agrochemicals used? Describe: _YE® __ NO
Tordon applied with four-wheeler to control noxioumseds.

5. Was there any aerial application of agrochelifr@quires prior approval)  YESNO

6. Was there any use of off-road vehicles thatltegun soil erosion, soil compaction or in the
interference with vegetation or natural habitat? YES _XNO

7. Was there any removal of trees or shrubsplaitxand locate on map. _ YES NO

8. Was there any installation of utility struiets or lines (including natural gas lines) (regsiir
prior approval except to educational facilities) ___YES _XNO

9. Was there any exploration for or developmentextdaction of minerals, coal, bentonite,
hydrocarbons, gravels, soils or other materials@hipited except gravel for use on the land; all

exploration or development requires plan approval) ___YES _XNO
10. Was there any legal or defacto subdivisiofg&e below) Explain. _ YES__ NO
11. Was there construction or placement of strestti Describe and photograph. Were these
new or existing structures? (educational facilé@guires prior notice) __YES_ NO
12. Was a commercial feedlot established or maed® [Prohibited] _ YES _ XO
13. Was a game farm established? [Prohibited] ___YES _XNO
14. Was there commercial/ industrial use othem tingriculture? ___YES _ KO
15. Was there dumping or disposal of waste intiexgr new site? ___YES _NO

16. Was there additional cultivation lands of mmadhately native vegetation? Describe and
map. (only allowable in rare plant or wildlife htdiirestoration projects) _ YES NO

Additional comments or observations:

The noxious weed control program that TNC is cotidgds having a significant effect on the
encroachment and proliferation of noxious weedgherproperty. TNC is now mapping their
weed control efforts to determine what kind of ldegn results they are getting. As noted
before, Columbian sharptails are no longer preserthe property and future re-introduction
efforts will not include the Dancing Prairie profyerElk use, mostly in the winter months,
continues to increase.
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The Nature Conservancy — Dancing Prairie Consemd&asement

ITEMS NEEDING PRIOR NOTIFICATION OR APPROVAL

Prior notification necessarfProcedure described in easement
Construction of educational facility

Prior approval necessaryrocedure described in easement
Aerial application of chemicals
Utilities installation except to educational fatyjli
Exploration & development plan for any mineral/hyclrbon/gravel

TNC was in compliance with all terms of the consemtion easement during FY2011.
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THOMPSON/FISHER CONSERVATION EASEMENFY2011 REPORT

Easement: THOMPSON FISHER CONSERVATION EASEMENT

Guiding Documents

Easement dated: December 20, 2000

Easement RESTATED: May 24, 2001; September 23,;2002ember 27, 2002; September 26
2003 (Fourth Restatement)

Baseline dated: March 19, 2004 (Landowner) AprR@04(FWP)

Landowner contact: Steve Robbins and Jerry WqlEtdthead and Libby Unit Managers, Plun
Creek Timberlands in Kalispell

FWP Regional Biologist: Alan Wood  Phone 4@3-A595

Name of person completing last monitoring rep@tant Bronk

Date of site visit: July 20, 2010 Date of Last morng report: August 25, 2009

Current Landowners: Plum Creek Timberlands, LP
Mailing Address: 2050 Highway 2 West, P O B®290
Kalispell, MT9804

Has property been transferred since last visit? No

If yes, name of new owner:

New owner mailing address:

Does new owner have easement documents?

If yes please provide recording information:
Recorded in Book: eag

Owner contacted before visit? Yes
Did owner accompany site visit? No
Others on site visit: None

Is owner in Block Management Program? Yes

Office tasks/actions requiring follow-up:

Continue working on amendment of CE and multi-reseumanagement plan to address

trespass cabins on adjoining DNRC property. Fouodd&br amendment has been agre
upon by FWP, Plum Creek and DNRC.

Any landowner management activities requiring FWierApproval? _ YES _NO
None observed

33

ed



Any landowner management activities requiring protice to FWP? _XES__NO
Notified in March regarding a road easementtim&n Lumber.

Did landowner exercise any limited reserved rights? YES XO
Exercising existing rights in all areas excepsésafor communication equipment.

Were there any significant changes in conservaasement land use? YESNR

Were there any significant natural occurrencesdffatt the Conservation Easement (fire,
drought, disease)? ___YESNO

Have there been changes to surrounding land usaffeathe Conservation Easement Property?
___YES XO

Description of Monitor Visit Konitoring is conducted by auto, plane and/or ast.fdaps, routes and
photopoints are all completed using GIS referengiitg Trimble Nomad hardware and ESRI ArcPAD softwa
Photos are taken and stored digitglly.
Grant monitored both drainages over two days bymgle- focused on riparian monitor
areas. Liaison meeting held in July. All CE repagtrequirements delivered as agreed
upon by 2/15/11.

Status of Management Plan:
Changes in process; waiting for FWP personnel gpnbarafting amendment to CE.

Are the Purposes/Conservation Values of the CEgutgjpeing upheld sufficientlyX YES __ NO

Are FWP rights and responsibilities being met? XYES ___ NO

LANDOWNER RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Buildings and structures:
General agreement made concerning the acceptaldf®COMspass cabins. Other
improvements related to maintenance only.

Grazing — Range Management:
Five total lease units; 3 in use/2 inactive. Repdglivered for Big Meadows, Thompson
River Ranch, and Carr Coop. FWP review of riparr@nitor areas shows acceptable use
and improvement in condition.

Cultivation, sod-busting, or other range management
None observed.

Timber management:
All relevant timber reports delivered. Acceptablarmragement in all cases.

34



Maintenance/construction to roads, fences, usliieother improvements:
Received notice for Stimson Limber road easemelhklge standare maintenance and
road improvement. Some closure required for Mckilszction.

Water Developments — alterations to wetlands aaqalian areas — changes to water rights:
None Observed

Agrichemicals use — Pest management: None @éxser

Exploration and/or extraction of soil, gravel, sahgdrocarbons or other minerals:
Need to be better about treating pits not in ukdive to weeds and lack of suitable
vegetative cover. Need to clarify which pits arévecand which are “retired” and
coordinate pit management.

Subdivisions, property sales, or property leases:
3 of 5 grazing leases in use (1 in the Fisherutéitter leases in use.

Restoration and/or Habitat Enhancement:
Restoration along sections of upper Thompson Ratiprogressing. Cages remain on
most shrubs.

Unauthorized commercial uses: None Observed
Dumping: None Observed
Game farming or related: None Observed

Other significant land management issues of interes
Some access closure necessary due to road maiogalwng McKillop Road.

Reporting Requirements: All met
Need more clarification on excavation sites.
Need to identify which drainages are authorizedu® under outfitting leases.
Need to coordinate on periodic BMP and SFI audits.
Landowner concerns/questions: None expressed

General conditions of the property (are the purpagehe easement being upheld?):
The overall condition of the easement ground agpeansistent with the terms.

Plum Creek was in compliance with all terms of theonservation easement during FY2011.
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NORTH SWAN VALLEY CONSERVATION EASEMENTFY2011 REPORT

Easement: NORTH SWAN VALLEY CONSERVATION EASEMENT

Guiding Documents

Easement dated:

Easement RESTATED: September 1, 2006
Baseline dated: January 22, 2007 (Contractor)

Landowner contact: Steve Robbins, Flathead Unnnddar, Plum Creek Timberlands in Kalisp

FWP Regional Biologist: Alan Wood Phone: 408.-4595

Name of person completing last monitoring rep@tant Bronk

Date of site visit:June 7, 2010
Date of Last monitoring report: August 25, 2009

Current Landowners: Plum Creek Timberlands, LP
Mailing Address: 2050 Highway 2 West, P OxB990
Kalispell, M$59904

Has property been transferred since last visit? No

If yes, name of new owner:

New owner mailing address:

Does new owner have easement documents?

If yes please provide recording information:
Recorded in Book: €ag

Owner contacted before visit? Yes
Did owner accompany site visit? No
Others on site visit: Steve Robbins intervieweghgne.

Is owner in Block Management Program? Yes

Any landowner management activities requiring FWierApproval? _ YES _XNO
None observed

Any landowner management activities requiring priotice to FWP? _XES _ NO
Forest Service installed a seasonal gate oBulek Creek A-spur
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Did landowner exercise any limited reserved rights? ___YES_XO
Were there any significant changes in conservaasement land use?  YESNR

Were there any significant natural occurrencesdffatt the Conservation Easement (fire,
drought, disease)? _YES _NO
Slight discoloration in leaf tints — most notablyp@ng cedar. Is this an indication of
stress? No signs of infestation at this point.

Have there been changes to surrounding land usafteat the Conservation Easement
Property? _XES __NO
Negotiations for lands to change ownership anafialitional conservation easement
acreage. No change in land use.

Description of Monitor Visit iflonitoring is conducted by auto, plane and/or ast.fdMaps, routes and
photopoints are all completed using GIS referengiitg Trimble Nomad hardware and ESRI ArcPAD softwva

Photos are taken and stored digitgity
Grant toured the property by truck and on foot. Weawas intermittent rain with some
low clouds. Visibility and travel were adequate.

Status of Management Plan:
Management plan remains unchanged. SFI 5-yeat igutlie next year.

Are the Purposes/Conservation Values of the CEgutgfbeing upheld sufficiently?__ XES

Are FWP rights and responsibilities being met? XYES __ NO
Liaison meetings for 2009-10 being scheduled.

LANDOWNER RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

Buildings and structures: None observed
Grazing — Range Management: None observed
Cultivation, sod-busting, or other range management None observed
Timber management: No activity

Maintenance/construction to roads, fences, usliiteother improvements: None observed
PCT has shared the 2008 road status report. Itinsrdentical to BL status. Saw no
closure discrepencies on the ground.

Water Developments — alterations to wetlands aaqalian areas — changes to water rights:
None observed

Agrichemicals use — Pest management:
Weeds remain a substantial problem at the gravehpGoat Creek.
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Exploration and/or extraction of soil, gravel, sahgdrocarbons or other minerals:
None observed.

Subdivisions, property sales, or property leases: No subdivisions.
Restoration and/or Habitat Enhancement : Ndrsewed
Unauthorized commercial uses: None observed
Dumping: None observed
Game farming or related: None observed
Other significant land management issues of interes None observed
Landowner concerns/questions: None reported

Status of specific easement terms:
Unchanged since final restatement. FWP, PCT, anBOMre working to resolve issues
related to DNRC cabin lease sites that encroadtitbground. The CE recognizes two
cabin sites, and will most probably be amendeditbaihers. Along with this effort,
some structures will be removed by PCT mandate S&aeardship files for more details.

The landowner was in compliance with conservationasement terms during FY2011.
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